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Chapter fore of a special character, to which the ordinary rules
__L    of appeals should not apply. Moreover, if a court is
established to deal with land questions on the basis of
equity and good conscience, no appeal will lie.1 It is
otherwise if the court is appointed generally to deal
with the land rights of natives in New Zealand, which
is a normal judicial function and performed on judicial
lines. But no appeal will be allowed from a Court
Martial under martial law, for such a body is clearly
not a judicial body in the proper sense.2 Nor will leave
be granted in criminal cases under normal conditions,
but only when "it is shown that by disregard of the
forms of legal process or by some violation of the prin-
ciples of natural justice or otherwise, substantial and
grave injustice has been done".3 From the Dominions
cases of this kind are of negligible consequence. More-
over, the importance of the rule of refusing leave is
emphasised by the fact that the Council has declined
to grant leave when the action impugned as criminal
was merely so under the terms of a provincial Act in
Canada, where the provinces are by the constitution
denied the power of enacting criminal law in the
normal sense of the term.4 An appeal, however, has
been heard, though dismissed on the merits, from the
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